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or sentences requires t^at the students choose the sentence or 
sentences in which mere than one person is referred tOo Through class 
d4scussion^ students attempt to construct a set o£^ rules tc explain 
their choiceo Students then discovar that they ca n^ understand 
proncminaliza tipn even though they have not received direct 
iristLUction in l\hat aspect of grammar. (MKH) 
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' Composition students lack confidence for many reasons, but students them'- 
'elves of ten 'attribute their feelings of in^idequacy to an ignorance of the 
rules oi: grammar and an inability to use good grammar. To verify, that this is 
a prevalent attitude, I ask my. freshman classesp a total of 68 sdudents last 
.quarter, O'U the first-day of, class to write answers to,.at least one of the 
, following questions. What do ypu' feel are your main' writing deficiencies? What 
weaknesses' in your writing, 4o^ you feel you need to work 'on? What 'improvement-s ' 
do you feel you piaed to make in youx" writing? The responses reflect- the entire , 

range of composition problems, including the need for greater precision nnd for , 

' ' . - • . ' ' ;■ ■ ' . ■ . . ■ " 

more effective organi5?ation, but fully a third of the students^pecifically 
Indicate a .cOncerii that t|iey do not have an'-adequate knowl(Jclge of, or ability 

to use, what they variously aall proper grammar, .correct grammar, good sentence 

' ' -,1 ' " . . 

structure, rules ot grammar,^ or simply grammar. This same presumption of , 

deficiency is reflected on the second day qf class when I assign an in-class"*, 

■ ■ ■ • ■ ' * ---^ 

essay on the topi'c '^Why should colleges require a. course in written communication?" 

In ii^evelopiqg the topic students again comment in various way^, but this t,ime 

half of them .state that they feel they are' weak in grammar. ' - 

That so many students presume themselves grammatically ill*-prepared I find 
■ ' ■ . •■ ■ - * ■ 

deplorable. But it is not' surprising that such a pregumptibnf is widespread 

whcii we consider that practically every tejctbook on grammary' composition, or' ; > 

both combined,* tiyat the students have iised fr^' elementary schdpl on has ^ j'- . / ' 

presented grammar as a ^dy. oX knowledge to be found in its Entirety within the 

bCJVCJrs' of a boqjc^ -as 'a fixed^ i'nvjentor]^ of wcll-knoi>ni, easily understood rules 



■Ik 



xvhich a good writer, must con^v.tim^ Iciarn and master/ . In /5T^Drt, the book on' , 
grammar \\dB been viewed as a clostul '(HKiV (containing not^li^Ing but coi^ipldUtiXy 

, described, straLght-tofeward^ uncontrovunUal facts. Of ^ourj^e^ all of us, the 
compilers of the grammar texts Includjed, would admit that the diseu^sferi. of 
grammar in any - text ewers' an emti^irr^rassingly liniited number "of superficial rul/s , ' 
that in fact no description of the grammar <5f English,' no matter how gr^and/its/ 
intended sco^)e, eve come s -elds e to doin-g anything but scraj^ching the^s^irface. 

But textbooks altaost never mention - this point and few teacher^take the 
time to stress^it (|lther. As .a result, studonts rejnain largely unaware. of l the 
• incrVjdible conjplexlty and indeed outright mystery of language structure* More 
Importantly, - they remain pnawa^'e .that their own internalized (i,e, unconscious) 
knox<rledge* of iinguistlc rules/is infinitely more profound^than any Vtr'eatipent of 
rules they iftiglit find in .a hanJt^ook and that they, naturally ^ind fluently use 
rules so complex they defy tlie best efforts of grammarians to explain them.^ 
. • The fuirfejier result is thafi^atudents arrive in college classes with no ' 
real^ ^appreciation for the enormity of a?:^c^mplishment normal language acquisition 
i-apre\s;ents,/cj^th no notion that the language sMXl they have already achieved , 

^ far. exceeds what skxil they might fet need to devel^fi jbo become competerft/wrlters. 
Thus, oyer, the last two years I have developed a short set of exercises /Which! 



serve not only to ch<111enge assumptions of deficiency in grammar, but ko 
* emphasijie the High degree oC linguistic competer^e' each student, irrespective ' 

'of. background, has internalized,, and^ in so doing, N;o instill iri^. students, at t 
lelast inosinail part i a measur;^ of afelf-co'nf idence. \ * - ' 

/ ■ ' • ' ■■ V' • ■ ^ ■ ■ • ■ 

. . ' On the third day of class, , the ^fixst , day qf actiiat^ieature ..and discussion, 
' J / I announce ' that I am-givlnig a test, reacted t^^by students w3.th t^he usual groans, ^. . 

of . course* The' tost: cousisus?;of a seM'es of five sets of fbur sentenceis, each ^ 
V ^ Involving for its proper interpretation highly complex rules Oy^ pronominalixation-^ 
T rules whose existence wfis discoA^efed only about a dec£^de ago And whieli even today, 



dosplfco the:best efforts, of some* of tho irio«t akUlful . researchers in syncSx*^ 
(Un^^.aclcer^.^ 1969; Koas, 1967; Postal, 1971; Wa^oi, . 1:975) , remain only parti^ally 
unck»rstcJod, B^^^^^ contains the following sanJtences (adapfied fr^)jn Ross/ 1967) 

(1) After John, cama home,, hci ate suppor, 

(2) A^^t^r lie, Gamejhome-, John ate siipp^r»\ 

. (3) 'He ate fii^ipper , after .Jbhp came home, 

(4) John ate supfeer after he came home. 
I ask tha students to -put a check by thci sentence in which therfe has to be 
more than one person (John and. someone else)ref errea to. When iKrM-chepkXthe I 
re^mltfj, students are impressed to' find thati every -at uderit x^^ the . clasi^. coW 
selected (3).,' and that almost^all (95--100%(dep|anding the class) /cornectly 
s^lncted only (3) . Considering that in thi^'^'; as an any, test sittiatio^ the ^ 
chances are high, that some students will- not: uhderstandM:he task, the ^ti^ar 
unanimity of ^hq/response is remarkable, and it is obvious to 4:he students that 

they kuow the* rules at work';- But they^ara even more impressed when I aslc them 

' ■■ « . y'^ ' ^ ' ■ ■ 

to «»try to explain'. the rules 'involved, and they find they can't. To the question 

'Hlow do you kno;^^(3). refers yfo ,two different people" the post .common answer is" . 

' *'I just know it." / ' ; . . ' : * , .' * 

Event;u^lly,. with considerable help from tne, the students 'come: to see that 

, " • /'^ / . ■ ■ " 0 ^ . , • 

' ■ ■ ■ ■ I , '^'^ ' 

the basic ques'^ion . posed by the test .sentences is that of under what conditions 

the proces^of : ptondmliiall^zation cart operat:e forwiard and under what conjiitions 

l.tf can j^erate^backwar^. We then manage to agree, aftet niuch discussldny that, 

,as ^r as the senttSsnces -of this^firsf^ set are concerned,' tJhle f ollon^rihgjrules ' ' 

^d^iquately accpunt foi^ the f act;s : ' prpjiominalization can always operate" from ^ / 

\e£t to right (i. e./, ''forward) , a^-lseen in (1) and (4) , but« it can only operate'^ . 

. backward if it is moving from a main Clause into'^a subordart^te claus;e, as 

in (2) Ori' the basis of (3), it does not seem to xvrork where the movement, is '* 

from" a subordinate clause into ^ main ^glause. , T9:':alltisttate the point, I 



suggest that students think ofi thj^tlau.soW of. the j^e^^^ a series, of 

tfe^ict^nding stopSp with t: he main clauV> as., the top sfcp. ♦We then can restate" 

the rule to ^lay iiiat proiioraiualixatiou Van always go forward, but it can't go 

backwar^^f xt's^ ;trying to go up the steIi^► " . , . 

. iThls exi>l^mation^^ slightlXdif f erent f rem, and does not 

mf IcJ^tl the technical"sophistircatifcFn of, the d'iscussions of prono^^^lization 

found t n^-jje ^l in g u i s t i c li^etliture, and X refer any of you inteirested iri more 

detailed analysis to the bfilliantly developed articles by Langacker (1969)'* and 

R0S9 (19,67). But a^ major point of this exercise is t'a let students discover 

for themselves how complex thi& process over^which they ha,ye near perfect 

internalized, control is, not to si'mpl.y present them with a .neW set of grammaticdil 

rules which:, although more eomple;x:> than the, textbook rules, are nevertheless 
■ - " ' f ■ ' • ' ' ■ 

just as incomplete. And the poir&t certainly is not to'confuse^ and bore students 

with yet mqre highly technical; ^gargon-lpaded discussion, , I save that type of 

„ ® ' -■• ■ . . ' ■ * ' ' ^ • - 

presentation for my linguistics classes, 

■ ■ *■ . . • • • N . ■ ^ - 

Next, I challenge the students to find leven a men |: ion, let alone a discti,5sion 
of backwardVor rigfit'^to--lef t pronominalization in any han<lbook on grammar tliey 

have ever used, or indeed to-recall any instance ^n their entire lives j^zhen tl 

" - , , ■ / ■ / -\'L <\y.^ . " ■■ . ■ ■ " ♦ ' 

have been taught the rules' involved. Of course^ mp§[t seem £0 quickly admit tljiat 

they, have never, beenx^onsciously exposed to the' rules. Yet with the near 

unanimous responses to the test sentences s*taring the^fi^in the face they can't ' 

deny that they have learned the rules.' I might add herd that .seht-e^ces which 

u^e pronominalizatibn make particulgirly effective examples sinte this: aspect of 

grammar is presented in grammar books as simple, straight-forwar^j' and not at 

■4^' ' : ' ' . \ " , _ * . 

-al.3. subject to question. |As the examples show,- however, the exact opposite 



ley 



.:':At thlS;:^o^iii^ to povtv bn to set number two. 



' ^(1) 6ohn ^expectod that ho would win. 

'/ ' ^ ' • . ' ' ' > 

(2) . H^' expected that John would win. 

(3) John cxpecteid him to win. 

(4) Ue expected John to win. 

The in«t ructions are the same^ and,. to no one' 
Here studQnts recognize in (2) and » (4) the res 
steps to pronominal ize backward. • But they al 
~«iWl^ it seemeid in ^et one. Clearly f or^^ 
always possible, as (3) indicates, and tnost s 



s surprise, the results -are too. 
triction against going up the 
see that the rule is not as 
ird pronoitiinalization is not 
tudents vaguely recognize thiat the 



addecl^-omplexity has (to do with the noti-reflekive form of the object pronoun 



him> I then show them, again without going i 
involved is the reductloiY of an embedded^ sent 
the requir^merit that the subject bf'this redu 
when it is feore^erentlal with the subject of 
'The students next proceed to the third s 
.(1) John placed the box of fgiells n 



(2) He placed ttje box of shells nex 



(3) Next to Johni 'he placed the box, if .shells 



nto complicated detail, that also 
ence to ;^n infinitive phrase and ' 
ced embedded . sentence b^ deleted 
the main clause* 
et of sentences: ' 
3Xt to himself, 
to John* ' ■ 



(4) Next to^ him John placed ^tjie box 



of shells. 



The chbices'^^are once again nearly unanimous (90-100% correctly select (2) and 
' (3) correct ,*dependifig on the group). Jhe responses to (4) however , are not 



counted', since there seem to be genuine differences, among s'ubjects as £o whe^ther 
(4) is gr»aiTmia'tical^ when the pronoun and 'noun g?iye coref erenXial.^ Foi^: many the 
;reflexive pronoun himself seems to be required. In^any case, the ^important 
sentence here is (3),. because forward pronominalizatipff^again does^not work, 
buffer a different- reason than in (3) of set t$^^o* .S,fe:^fient5 a\e at a complete 
loss to .ex;plain what^ is going on-u^ suggeslt the possibility that the phrase 



next tcf John has be Qn moved to the^ront of the --^sentence after thd prpnomlnar- 
ij'.ation has occured. I th^m pointy out, th^)Ugli, that Postal (1971) devoted a 
ZBO-page monograph, the work from whleh thesev^xf nipdes ;in set three are. adapted, 
to the interaction of movement transformations and cor^ferential ^tnoun phrases, ' 
what he called "'crossover plienomena/' and for all its thoroughness, problems 

. rdmain and the explanation is incomplete. 

The consistency of the re^^ponse to the , fourth §et (adapted from examples 
ci ted in Ro^s, 1967)*^ is baisically the: same. ^ Yet another intriguing problem 

shows itseJLfl * . ■ . ' 

- * ' * ■ ■ ' ■ • * ^~ . " ' • 

. (1) Because John Jqst the race, he, cried all the waTy .home. 

(2) 'Because he lost the race, John cried all the way home. 

^ : ' ' ' ^ , ■ - ■^'/:,.; / ' . - ' / . . • ' ■ • 

(3) Upset because John lost the race, he cried all the »way home. ■ ,/ 

- - • » • ■■'■.„■*' ' ' ■ ■ " 

... ■ ■ . . ^ ■ » ■ " ■ ■ • ' - • ■ 

(4) ; Upset because he. lost the face, John cried all the way home. 

It is .ctear students .that ^,(1) and (3) have exactly the same word ^^equeiice, 

/ ■■ ^^'^ ' ' .. ■ . " V---:'- 

except* that (3) has an' extra word at the beginning; yet in (1) forward proinOininal- 

xiiafLon works and in (3) it can't work, e It has to operate backwardv' Bjy this- 

time students have givenup searching for* easy explanations.. .Mpredver, those 

students who havd held out up to this point seem how to 'have resigned themselves 

to the conclusion- that they could not possibly have" learned whatefver rules a:re 

Involved from a textbopk '6r iri a classroom. To explain' these sentences I have ' 

-to. suggest w^uit the underlying structure of (3) might be, and pplnt out that, ^ 

■ ' ■ \ - . / ■■ -. ''■*■• - ■ • 

the step rule formulated previously will apply to this underlying structure^ 

• ' Essentially, the s'iime surf-ace . inconsistency appears in set five^ again 
aclapLed Trpm examples used by JRoss (1967). - * . ^ ^ . 

' (1) The sudden reaXi^ation that Jphn hald , been -unfair upset him. 

(2) The sudden realization that he had, been unfair upset John/ ' • 
^4 ^.(3) John's sudden realization tftat Jie' had been' unfair upset him. 

* • • (4) , His sudden realisation thc-ft he had been unfair ups^t John. 



r 
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.*In (I)" it is.. not powslbla to pronon)imili5?e forward.. The procc^^s must move> , . 

• 0> . ■ . , ' . ^ 

b'ackward in, (2). And 4^1* this case, the oxplanatlon is about as tentative, 
poorly myderstood in Xts details, and controversdviX as an/ issue, curroiitly b<^^^^ ^ 
argued i/n linguistic theory. . Tt involves positing a deep structure te' which th<i 
noun realization. appears as a ve^b with John as its subject, in an embedded 
sen6ei^ce. Of course, I don't run tlie tisk of boring students by mentioning the 
battl/e raging in transformational -linguistics between the lexicalists and the 

■ / . M • . . - . ' 

traiysformatiom^llttSts atout exactly this contention .(g^>e Chomsky, 1970) , but I 
doi^'t have' to. These examples are the eviden<je, if any is stiH needed by ; 
st/idents, that the e>^planation of /the complexities of pronomin^aliziition in ^• ' > 
English lie^ well beyond the grasp of the gramjtiatians. Yet, faced again "^with 
-the same consistency of response (86-97%) , 'students .are forced to adtn^Lt that 
/their ^cnoji^ledge of pronomlnali2;^ttio;i is- for all practical purpbsps complete. 
They. are also* forced to .admit that the knowledge does not depend on social, 
geog^raphic, • or educational background. - . i 

Xhis is not tb say th'at- many students, though, dQ not have serious wr/ting \, 
difficulties. Indeed, after thq^se exercises and thqi^r discussion are completed, 
all the everyday problems of the composition class remain and certainly I, don't 
Aiean to minimize tKem. But in attacking these, problems, we ought tx> spend at ^ 
least one c las s.^ period trying to. give our students ^ some' insight into jus^t how 
incredibly vast, their knowledge of language really is. This* is .an important " 
insight becausfe' students will Oiot always Be able to rely on th& advice of 
teachers or textbooks ♦ In the really ^significant writ-ing situations, the non- 
acadc^mic. ones, they x^7i^l, hav^e to (have confidence not only in their ability to 
write competently, but also in the reliability of xtheir 'own linguistic judgment, 
i ^ And oxerci^se.^ of the type presented here can help to develop that 

iconf^idenqe by clearly demonstrating to. students vthat their own feel, for language 
;is higfily^de^eloped, , accurate, and thus much more reliable than they thought . . 
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After diey fiiilsU the QxciVclHok, for example^,. I. ptalnt oat a final improsBlvd 



ltlust^>ition'' l^^f* tli^ they in fact rely on thi'e unions cil^s V ' • 

knovj^Gdgev In^interp rating' the Henteace« of set //2, no students, Includiii^^. 
those few who gave iuaccurate 'interpretatlohs to set //I, used the rules/formulated 
durixig the class discussion of set #1. The same was true of the suc^^fe^ding 
s/ets. At each point in the exercise students rely 'on their own inyerm^^ 
systems, without of cours^e real^lzlng they are doing so, and, as ^ result, are 
far mora accuifate, ^ , \ 

Just as importaftty exercises of this type can contribut/ to the dovelopiient 
of ^positive attitudes in students since the results seem independent of student 
backgrounds and we , caia therj^^ore stress to, all students that they ^ have not only . fch'e' 



right to tbeilr ov;n lan^ia^ge, but the right to take credit for having developed adult 
competence .in it t / ^ I ^ . , 

■I'- Finailx^ if these kinds of exercises result^ to howeveir J^mlted an extent, 
/in incteased' linguistic self-tespect, then .this suggests that the guided ' 
exploration of the*" mystery of grammar, and 1 emphasize the woi^d exploration, 

V - ■ ' ^' ■■ ■ . . : 

.should be an i^ntegral paru of the student writer's education. 

' ' „ ; \ ' ■ ■ -■ ■ ■■■ ■ 
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After they finish the exercises, for (Example', I point oOt a final impressive 

' * ' " ' \" - • ' , ^ ' * * ' * ' 

illustr/ition of th^ extent, to' which they in fact rely on this urtconscious - 

' / ' \ , '-t ' ' " ' " ' . ' ' ' ' 

knowledge. Fn intetpreting the sentences of set. //2, no students, including 

those ^ew who gave iiiaceuraie ihterpretatiolis to^s^t''//l, used the tules/Iormul^ted 

during the cla.^s discussion* of sot //I. The same was true of the sucfeeeding 



sets. At eaclTpoint in the exerci'^e students rel^ on 'their own jin/ernal ized r 

^ ' / 

♦ ' . » ' ' / 

systetns^ without of tourse realizing they.»arO doing so, and, as / result, are ♦ 

far ?nore acturat-e. * ' • . 

•% • , ' ^ 

Jus*t as important, exercises of this typre can qontribute to the develppnent 

. ^ / 

of positive atrtitudeii in students since the results seem independent , of student > 
backgrounds and we can therefore stress to' all students that they\have not only the 
rig^ to their ovm language, but the right to take credit for having developed adult 
competence in it. / ' • • , 




Finc^lly, if these kinds of exercises result^, fo however iimited an cxte-rtt, 

- ' ' ... \ . „ » • / 

in increased linguistic, self-respect, then this 'suggests . that the guided' 

; ' ' r " ^ • ' ' ' ' ' ' 

exploration of the mystep^ of grammar, and I emphasize ^he^ word 'exploration, 

should be ^an integral parl^ of the student writer's education, 

/- 
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